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Agreement with respect to the claims f)Q was reached, g)^ was not reached. h)D N/A. 
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The applicant argued that the White reference does not explicitly illustrate two springs and thus 
would require more significant modifications than merely changing the number of springs. 
Additionally, the applicant argued that this is not merely a case of the duplication of a part but 
the rejection would require the division of the existing spring and thus result in no spring action. 
Applicant additionally argued that the proposed invention generates a stronger force than White. 
Regarding claim 29 the applicant argued that what Onderka discloses is a calibration structure 
and not a lock structure and thus was not meant to hold a hook. The examiner stated he would 
consider the applicant's arguments. 
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